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In this Correspondence, we reported a training efficacy advantage for attempts to grasp subjectively ‘‘invisible’’ stimuli, relative
to verbal descriptions. The reported statistical analyses for Experiments 1–3 used inappropriate degrees of freedom. We thank
Ludwig and colleagues for bringing this to our attention (see http://www.cell.com/current-biology/comments/S0960-9822(11)
00592-6) and apologize to the readership for any confusion caused by these errors. However, appropriate analyses of these
data, in conjunction with additional data, support our original conclusions.
We reported data for two groups who had completed six sequential blocks of 100 trials, wherein they attempted to grasp a simu-
lated pair of subjectively invisible bars. Either visual (Experiment 1) or auditory (Supplementary Experiment 5) feedback was
provided. We have subjected these data (see Figure 1A on next page), expressed as proportion correct, to a mixed-measures
ANOVA. This revealed no main effect for feedback type (F1,8 = 0.246, p = 0.633; hp
2 = 0.03), nor an interaction between feedback
type and block number (F5,40 = 1.566, p = 0.192; hp
2 = 0.164). There was however a main effect of block number (F5,40 = 3.152, p =
0.017, hp
2 = 0.283) and a significant linear trend as a function of block number (F1,8 = 8.614, p = 0.019, hp
2 = 0.518). Thus, as
reported, attempts to grasp ‘‘unseen’’ inputs resulted in a slight gradual sensitivity improvement. Moreover, for these partici-
pants, performance in the first block of trials did not differ from chance (single-sample t9 = 0.19, p = 0.854), whereas perfor-
mance in the last block of trials did (single-sample t9 = 3.51, p = 0.007).
We also reported data for a group who had completed six sequential blocks of 100 individual trials, wherein they attempted to
verbally describe the orientation of subjectively invisible inputs. This group received visual feedback and evidenced no sensi-
tivity improvement (Experiment 2). To match the sample size of our grasping analysis (see above), we recruited an additional five
participants who attempted verbal description and received audio feedback (as in Supplementary Experiment 5). Analysis of
both groups (see Figure 1B) revealed that their performance had not differed from chance in either the first (single-sample
t9 = 1.16, p = 0.274) or last (single-sample t9 = 1.59, p = 0.145) trial blocks. A mixed-measures ANOVA revealed no main effect
of block number (F5,40 = 0.787, p = 0.565, hp
2 = 0.09), nor a significant linear trend as a function of block number (F1,8 = 0.398, p =
0.546, hp
2 = 0.047; see Supplemental Information for further details concerning these analyses). Thus, attempts to describe the
orientation of ‘‘unseen’’ inputs evidenced no sensitivity improvement with training.
In sum, as originally reported, our data are consistent with a training efficacy advantage for attempts to grasp subjectively
‘‘invisible’’ inputs, relative to attempts at verbal description.Supplemental InformationSupplemental Information includes statistical analyses and three tables and can be found with this article online at http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/j.cub.2013.01.071.*Correspondence: wjroseboom@gmail.com
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Figure 1. Plots of Experimental Data
Proportion of correct responses as a function of sequential block number
when attempting to grasp (A) or verbally describe (B) the orientation of
subjectively ‘‘invisible’’ visual stimuli. Black crosses signify individual data
points from trials with audio feedback; gray crosses signify individual data
points from trials with visual feedback. Black stars depict performance
averaged across both groups of individual data. Gray crosses in (A) corre-
spond to Experiment 1 in our original paper; black crosses correspond to
Supplementary Experiment 5. Gray crosses in (B) correspond to Experi-
ment 2 in our original paper; black crosses depict new data. Error bars
indicate 61 SEM.
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